
LAW OFFICES 

BIRCH, HORTON, BITTNER AND CHEROT  A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
1155 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W.    •    SUITE 1200    •    WASHINGTON, D.C.  20036    •    TELEPHONE  (202) 659-5800    •    FACSIMILE  (202) 659-1027 
 
HAL R. HORTON (1944 - 1998) 
 
ELAINE B. ACEVEDO* 
RONALD G. BIRCH** 
WILLIAM H. BITTNER 
KATHRYN A. BLACK 
SUZANNE CHEROT 
KIMBERLY A. DOYLE 
KATHLEEN TOBIN ERB 
MARK E. FINEMAN, P.E. 
DOUGLAS S. FULLER* 
 
 
 

MAX D. GARNER 
GRETCHEN L. GASTON*† 
DAVID KARL GROSS 
TINA M. GROVIER 
WILLIAM P. HORN* 
STEPHEN H. HUTCHINGS 
ROY S. JONES, JR.* 
DANIEL C. KENT 
THOMAS F. KLINKNER 
 
 
 

HARVEY A. LEVIN*† 
STANLEY T. LEWIS 
THOMAS M. McDERMOTT 
BARBARA A. MILLER* 
GREGORY A. MILLER 
MICHAEL J. PARISE 
TIMOTHY J. PETUMENOS 
ELISABETH H. ROSS** 
HO SIK SHIN*† 
 

JENNIFER C. ALEXANDER, OF COUNSEL 
 
 
 
*    D.C. BAR 
**  D.C. AND ALASKA BAR 
†    MARYLAND BAR 
‡    VIRGINIA BAR 
      ALL OTHERS ALASKA BAR 

 1127 WEST SEVENTH AVENUE 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-3399 

(907) 276-1550 
FACSIMILE (907) 276-3680 

 
March 5, 2004 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Office of the Secretary 
Federal Communication Commission 
c/o Vistronix, Inc. 
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE 
Suite 110 
Washington, DC  20002 
 
 RE:  Notice of Ex Parte Presentation
  ET Docket No. 00-258 
 
Dear Secretary Dortch: 
 

On March 4, 2004, members of the DECT Forum met with the FCC to discuss its 
proposal for rule changes for Unlicensed PCS in the 1910 – 1930 MHz band.  In attendance were 
Bruce Franca and John Spencer (FCC, Office of Engineering Technology), H. Stephen Berger 
(TEM Consulting, LP), Mark Esherick (Siemens Corporation), Mark Racek (Ericsson Inc) and 
Ho Sik Shin (outside counsel for Ericsson Inc.).  Joining the meeting by phone was Dag Akerson 
(DECT Forum). 

 
The discussion followed 5 sets of handouts that were distributed at the meeting, copies of 

which are enclosed.  In general, the DECT proposal recommended the following: 
 
• Remove fixed channelization; 
• Set maximum bandwidth of 2.5 MHz; 
• Extend the isochronous band down to 1915 Mhz; and 
• Remove the packing rule, section 15.323(b). 

 
Also discussed were studies that demonstrated the following: 
 
• Proposed changes to UPCS rules do not increase the potential for interference; 
• There is no history of problems at the UPCS to PCS boundary; 
• Even with much higher power the PCS to PCS boundary allows effective 

operation; 
• The DECT to GSM boundary has no operational problems; 
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• Data loss cannot exceed 5.6% worst case due to TDMA nature of DECT 
transmission; and 

• Interference avoidance mechanisms such as error correction and intra-cell handoff 
are able to handle the small potential for interference that exists. 

 
It was also noted at the meeting that the DECT Forum believes that GSM presents the 

worst potential interference issues with respect to the DECT technology. 
 
 Pursuant to sections 1.1206(b)(1), 1.1206(b)(2), and 1.49(f) of the Commission’s rules, 
an original and one copy of this letter along with the associated enclosures are being filed with 
the Office of the Secretary in the above-referenced docket.  Copies are also being served on the 
Commission personnel in the meeting. 
 
 

       
 
       
cc: Bruce Franca 
 John Spencer 
 
G:\101258\16\HRH1032.DOC 
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UPCS Band

Interference Analysis



Sources of InterferenceSources of Interference

The general electromagnetic 
environment

In-Band interference

Interference to the adjacent band, at 
the lower frequency boundary

Interference to the adjacent band, at 
the upper frequency boundary



PCS to PCS Boundary
A Comparison

PCS to PCS Boundary
A Comparison

A useful case to consider is the 
boundary between different PCS 
blocks. 

With PCS handsets at 7-10 times the 
transmitted power there is not 
undue interference.



European DECT to GSM 
Boundary

European DECT to GSM 
Boundary

A directly comparable example. 

No operational problems at the DECT 
to GSM boundary.



Bandwidth and 
Spectral Power Density

Bandwidth and 
Spectral Power Density

Case Tx bandwidth
Bt

(MHz)

Tx power
per carrier

Pt
(mW)

Carrier spacing
Bcs

(MHz)

Spectral power 
density

Psd
(mW/MHz)

Total Max in-
band power

Ptotmax
(W)

1 0.1 32 0.1 316 4.7

2 0.3 55 0.3 183 2.8

3 1.25 112 1.25 87 1.3

4 1.7 130 1.728 75 1.1

5 2.5 158 2.5 63 0.9



Outline of AnalysisOutline of Analysis
Effect of system safeguards to interference (intra-cell 
handoff, forward error correction) and the PCS system 
tolerance for loss of data.

Frequency of simultaneous transmission

Frequency spacing between high channel UPCS and low 
channel PCS devices.

Energy needed to interfere with transmission to a PCS 
device

Physical distance required for interference.

Probability of the above variables lining up for noticeable 
effect on service.
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Simultaneous Transmission
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SummarySummary

Proposed changes to UPCS rules do not increase the potential 
for interference.

There is not a history of problems at the UPCS to PCS boundary. 

Even with much higher power the PCS to PCS boundary allows 
effective operation.

The DECT to GSM boundary has no operational problems. 

Data loss cannot exceed 5.6% worst case due to TDMA nature of 
DECT transmission.

Interference avoidance mechanisms such as error correction 
and intra-cell handoff are able to handle the small potential for 
interference that exists.
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DECT
-

a proven, successful and efficient 
technology with unique favourable 

features



OutlineOutline

How modern is DECT? 

How spectrum efficient is DECT, 
compared to other UPCS technologies?

What is the minimum spectrum for 
feasible implementation?



RecommendationsRecommendations

Remove fixed channelization

Set maximum bandwidth of 2.5 MHz

Extend the isochronous band down 
to 1915 MHz

Remove the packing rule, section 
15.323 (b)



How Modern is DECTHow Modern is DECT

Support coexistence of uncoordinated system 
installations on a common unlicensed spectrum 
resource. 

Instant Dynamic Channel Selection, iDCS. No 
frequency planning.

Telephony speech quality in a quasi-
stationary/pedestrian radio environment. High 
basic quality (ITU-T G.726 32 kbps ADPCM 
codec). Seamless handover.

Very high capacity: >10.000 E/sqkm/floor.



Benefits of DECTBenefits of DECT

Low Cost for High Quality Cordless Phone

• Economies of Scale (50 million DECT /year)

Fully Developed Technology

• Adopted in > 116 Countries

• Recommended by ITU for 3G Deployment

High Capacity for Voice Quality

• Better Utilization of Bandwidth

• CD Quality Voice & User Features

High Voice Security Standards
(encryption technology built in)



Example of New DECT PhoneExample of New DECT Phone

Catch and share the 
moment, experience 
new ways of internet 
communication

Features:

- voice plus additional
services

- color display

- SMS, Fast-MMS

- Instant Messaging

- e-mail 

- streaming video



How Modern is DECTHow Modern is DECT

Cost efficient for single cell residential systems 
and for multi-cell enterprise systems.

Efficient coexistence of high quality speech and 
data services (data rates up to 1-6 Mbps).

Interworking with 3rd generation services 
(DECT/GSM/UMTS). 

Only IMT-2000 member optimized for 
uncoordinated use in unlicensed spectrum.



How Spectrum Efficient is 
DECT?

How Spectrum Efficient is 
DECT?

DECT is not optimized on a bp/Hz basis but on an 
interference capacity basis.

Very high capacity per MHz per floor area

DECT is very effective for high capacity applications.



SummarySummary

DECT is a world wide standard and has become a 
mass market technology. Spectrum is available 
in almost every country. A a mass market 
technology, consumers enjoy economies of scale 
and a rich set of features.

DECT is a very modern technology as regards its 
features and capabilities, in spite of having first 
standards ready already 1992. 

DECT is the only IMT-2000 family member 
optimized for uncoordinated use in unlicensed 
spectrum.
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Introduction of New 

Advanced Wireless Services
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Vision for the UPCS Band

An unlicensed band optimized 
for voice and multimedia traffic.

RF requirements tailored for residential, 
small business in-building and small area 
applications.

IMT-2000 family member for uncoordinated 
use in unlicensed spectrum.

Band etiquette provides a sophisticated 
means to coordinate use of the band and deal 
effectively with interference.
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Introducing DECT to the US Market

Digital Enhanced Cordless
Telecommunications

Enables Voice and Multimedia Traffic

Common Standard Developed by ETSI 

Designed for Residential Use and In-
Building and Picocell Applications
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Adopted in at least 116 countries

Europe: 48 countriesAmerica: 20 countries

Africa: 26 countries Asia-Pacific: 22 countries

DECT Deployment Worldwide
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DECT is recommended by ITU for 
3G deployment (IMT-2000)

DECT is the only IMT-
2000 family member 

optimized for 
uncoordinated use on 
unlicensed spectrum
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Benefits To US Consumer
Low Cost for High Quality Cordless Phone

– Economies of Scale (50 million DECT /year)

Fully Developed Technology

High Capacity for Voice Quality

– Better Utilization of Bandwidth

– CD Quality Voice & User Features

High Voice Security Standards 
(encryption technology built in)
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Example of New DECT Phone

integrated 
camera

Catch and share the 
moment, experience 
new ways of internet 
communication

Features:

- voice plus additional
services

- color display

- SMS, Fast-MMS

- Instant Messaging

- e-mail 

- streaming video



Page 8 © Siemens, 2004

FCC Action Necessary

Remove fixed channelization

Set maximum bandwidth of 2.5 MHz

Extend the isochronous band 
down to 1915 MHz

Remove the packing rule, 
section 15.323 (b)
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Conclusion

Fully Developed Technology

Benefit to Consumers

Efficient Use of Spectrum

Minimal Technical Rule
Modifications
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Interference Analysis 
The Potential for Interference Under the DECT Forum Proposed 

Modifications to the UPCS Band Rules 
 

Contents 
I. Overview..................................................................................................................... 1 
II. Summary of Proposed Changes .................................................................................. 2 
III. Sources of Interference ............................................................................................... 2 
IV. Adjacent Band Interference ........................................................................................ 4 
V. Conclusion .................................................................................................................. 6 
 B. The proposed rule changes which would allow DECT to be deployed does not 
alter the power limits, but just helps the FCC and UTAM to increase the utilization of the 
UPCS band and hopefully come closer to realize their original aim, for which the present 
power limits have been set. ................................................................................................. 6 
VI. Annex A – Background .............................................................................................. 7 
VII. Annex B – References ................................................................................................ 8 
VIII. Annex C - DECT carrier positions within 1910 – 1930 MHz .................................... 9 
IX. Annex D - Coexistence of DECT and Cellular technologies in adjacent bands Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 

A. Coexistence of DECT and GSM1800....................Error! Bookmark not defined. 
1. Potential interference to GSM mobile stations (MS)....... Error! Bookmark not 
defined. 
2. Potential interference to DECT above roof-top WLL systems..................Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 

B. Coexistence DECT and US PCS technologies ......Error! Bookmark not defined. 
X. Annex E – ANSI C63 Model for Protection Distance Analysis.....Error! Bookmark 
not defined. 

1. Introduction........................................................Error! Bookmark not defined. 
2. Model Development...........................................Error! Bookmark not defined. 

 

I. Overview 
 
The potential for interference is always a concern with any proposed rulemaking.  The 
public interest is best served when the utmost care is taken to assure the effective delivery 
of service.  The potential for interference is carefully evaluated with every proposed 
rulemaking. For efficient use of the assigned spectrum, there is and has always been a 
necessary balance between an allowed worst case potential interference and the desire to 
maximize capacity for delivery of service. This paper presents an analysis of the potential 
for interference under the modification to the UPCS rules proposed by the DECT Forum.  
 
The changes recommended do not change the current out-of-band interference, nor 
increasing the maximum total allowed in-band power.  Therefore, any potential increase 

  1
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in interference would come from increased use of the band.  The counterpoint is that in 
that scenario the band will have been found to be providing a desirable and valuable 
service.  

II. Summary of Proposed Changes 
 
The four changes proposed to the FCC Part 15 rules governing the UPCS frequency 
band.1  These changes are: 
 

1. Remove fixed channelization requirements. 
2. Add a maximum bandwidth limit, set at 2.5 MHz. 
3. Extend the band for isochronous devices from down to 1915 MHz. 
4. Removal the packing rule section 15.323 (b). 

 
Of these only the second, setting a bandwidth limit of 2.5 MHz requires analysis.  The 
first and third change, allowing flexible channel definitions and extending the lower band 
frequency to 1915 MHz have no impact on interference.  The last change, removing the 
packing rule, actually is being proposed to encourage operation away for the band edge.  
This change will reduce the potential for interference. 
 
Only the proposal to set a maximum bandwidth at 2.5 MHz could conceivably affect 
interference.  However, because of the way the power limit rule is written the spectral 
power density for wideband devices is actually lower than for narrowband devices, as 
will be explained in more detail later in this document.  Hence, the worst case potential 
for interference will be from narrowband UPCS devices, not the proposed wider 
bandwidth devices. 
 
The proposed rule changes do not increase total UPCS in-band power or UPCS out-of-
band emissions. Thus these proposals do not in themselves cause more interference. The 
question remaining is, if increased deployment on the UPCS band could cause significant 
interference to PCS operators? 
 
If it can be assumed that the original rules for the UPCS band provided adequately for the 
coexistence of the UPCS band next to the 1930 MHz boundary with the PCS band, then it 
can be concluded that the proposed revisions to those rules do nothing to increase the 
potential for interference.  The proposed changes in fact are positive to the potential for 
interference in that they encourage allowing devices to begin searching for channels in 
the middle of the band.  The proposed allowance of widerband devices in the UPCS band 
is similarly positive from an interference standpoint. 

III. Sources of Interference 
There are 4 sources of interference.  However, only one of these needs careful analysis 
for the present purpose.  Interference came come from: 
                                                 
1 Ex Parte submission by the DECT Forum in FCC Docket 00-258, dated November 7, 2003. 
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• The general electromagnetic environment 
• In-Band interference 
• Interference to the adjacent band, at the lower frequency boundary 
• Interference to the adjacent band, at the upper frequency boundary 

 
Interference from the general electromagnetic environment is of significant concern to 
both product designers and the FCC.  However, in unlicensed bands it is generally 
understood that the primary responsibility falls to product developers and the primary 
enforcement is market acceptance of products.  The FCC generally expects unlicensed 
products to be designed with an awareness of the range of RF environments and with an 
appropriate level of immunity to those environments. 
 
In-Band interference, between equipment operating within the same band is addressed by 
the etiquette of the UPCS band.  Specific provisions are incorporated into the FCC rules 
and the ANSI test standard, ANSI C63.17, to assure effective interoperability within the 
UPCS band.  Further, nothing in the DECT Forum proposals changes the band sharing 
etiquette.  So whatever level of in-band protection existed historically will continue, 
unchanged. 
 
The only issue requiring attention is the potential for interference to adjacent bands.  
Specifically the potential interference at the 1930 MHz band boarder to A-block PCS 
handsets at the same local site as a UPCS installation.  The lower boundary for the UPCS 
band is anticipated to be given to a new PCS block, the G-block.  That block, as currently 
planned, is to provide the transmit channels for mobile handset transmission, paired with 
corresponding frequency at higher frequencies, for the receive channels.  At the lower 
band edge the potential is for PCS handsets to interfere with UPCS devices, operating in 
the lower frequency channels.  Since, UPCS devices are unlicensed; they are expected to 
be designed with awareness of that potential for interference.  As unlicensed devices they 
are not given special protection. 
 
The only remaining interference scenario is at the upper band edge, 1930 MHz.  Here a 
UPCS device, transmitting on a channel near the upper boundary could interfere with a 
PCS device receiving on a channel near to 1930 MHz, in the PCS band.  This issue is the 
focus of this paper.  The issue has two aspects.  The first is out-of-band energy from the 
UPCS device that is delivered above the 1930 MHz boundary.  The second is the out-of-
band, ‘reach’ of the receive filters of PCS devices.  That is the amount of energy below 
1930 MHz that the PCS receive filters capture. 
 
The paper presents several lines of analysis, including both technical evaluation and a 
review of equivalent situations, in particular PCS to PCS boundaries and the European 
situation at 1880 MHz, where the DECT band and the GSM down-link band meet.  The 
result of these lines of analysis is that the risk for harmful interference is so very low. 

  3



 Real-Time Services in the UPCS Band Rev. 3.5 
 Potential for Interference March 3, 2004 

IV. Adjacent Band Interference 
The interference mechanism between equipment in adjacent bands (here the UPCS band 
and the PCS A-block mobile receive band) consists of two parts: 
 

• Out-of-band emissions from UPCS equipment into the receive channel of a PCS 
A-block handset receive channel,  
and 

• UPCS in-band transmitter power captured within the receive filter of a PCS A-
block handset  
    

The DECT Forum proposed UPCS rule changes do not alter the out-of-band emission 
levels, or the in-band power levels.   
 
The out-of-band levels are absolute, determined by the FCC Part 152. 
 
The in-band transmitter power is determined by a formula, which is bandwidth depended.  
“Peak transmit power shall not exceed 100 microwatts multiplied by the square root of the 
emission bandwidth in hertz.”3  This limit can be expressed as: 
 
 Pt = 100 x Bt

½ [mW], where Bt is expressed in MHz.  
 
If Pt is divided by the carrier spacing Bcs [MHz], we get the UPCS spectral power density 
Psd [mW/MHz].  This assumes that all the power is being “averaged” over the spectrum 
defined as the carrier spacing, giving an average power spectral density.  In most 
situations the power is concentrated near the center of the channel and so the power at the 
edge of the channel is over estimated by this calculation.  If Psd is multiplied with the 
UPCS bandwidth, here assumed to be 15 MHz, we get the maximum total UPCS in-band 
power, Ptotmax. This corresponds to a case where the UPCS system has filled the whole 
UPCS band (15 MHz) with carriers separated by Bcs [MHz] and simultaneously transmit 
on all carriers. 
 
The table gives examples with transmission bandwidths Bt equal to 0.1, 0.3, 1.25, 1,728 
and 2.5 MHz. 
 
Case Tx 

bandwidth 
Bt 

(MHz) 

Tx power 
per 

carrier 
Pt 

(mW) 

Carrier 
spacing 

Bcs 
(MHz) 

Spectral power 
density 

Psd 
(mW/MHz) 

Total Max 
in-band 
power 
Ptotmax 
(W) 

                                                 
2 FCC Part 15.323 contains the out of channel requirements for UPCS devices, which at 
the band edge become the out-of-band limits.  FCC Part 15.109: Radiated emission limits, 
covers unintentional emissions from the receivers or other components in a UPCS device. 
 
3 FCC Part 15.319(c) 
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1 0.1 32 0.1 316 4.7 
2 0.3 55 0.3 183 2.8 
3 1.25 112 1.25 87 1.3 
4 1.7 130 1.728 75 1.1 
5 2.5 158 2.5 63 0.9 

Table 1. Spectral power density and total maximum in-band UPCS power. 
 

Cases 1-3 are allowed with the present UPCS rules. Case 1 corresponds to a CT2-like 
system and case 2 corresponds to a PHS-like system. Case 3 corresponds to a system with 
maximum bandwidth and maximum carrier spacing allowed with present UPCS rules.  
 
Cases 4-5 will be allowed with the new UPCS rules proposed by DECT Forum. Cases 4 
is the typical DECT case, and case 5 is hypothetical system with maximum bandwidth 
and maximum carrier spacing.   
 
From table 1 we clearly see that accepting the DECT Forum proposed rule changes 
introducing higher bandwidth technologies, will not increase the maximum allowed 
local load on the UPCS band.  
 
There are two important conclusions to be drawn from table 1.  First, it can be clearly 
seen that as bandwidth increases the amount of spectral energy density decreases.  This 
means that for a PCS receive filter that draws within it energy from within the UPCS 
band there will be less interference from broadband UPCS devices than from narrowband 
devices.  The potential for interference is decreased by encouraging the use of higher data 
rate and so broader bandwidth devices. 
 
In fact as evaluated based upon maximum spectral power density, the total maximum 
transmit power within the UPCS band will be up to 2-3 times lower for wider bandwidth 
devices than for present UPCS applications.   
 
It is thus absolutely clear from table 1, that the new proposed rules in themselves do 
not increase the maximum possible local interference levels to adjacent PCS systems. 
 
The following sections provide more detailed analysis of the argument.  For further 
information annexes are included, to provide background and additional exploration of 
selected topics. 
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V. Conclusion 
The only case needing analysis is the potential interference at the 1930 MHz band 
boarder to A-block PCS handsets dwelling at the same local site as a UPCS (DECT) 
installation. At the lower edge of the UPCS band a PCS handset, in the near proximity, 
(on the G-band) would transmit and not receive, and is thus not susceptible to 
interference from a UPCS device.  Regarding interference from the UPCS band into the 
low channels of the PCS A-block, the result of the DECT Forum’s analysis is that the risk 
for harmful interference is so low that the FCC and PCS operators have no reason to 
worry. Besides the technical evidence that shows negligiblel interference, it is also 
possible to draw conclusions from experience from the corresponding European situation 
at 1880 MHz, where the DECT band and the GSM down-link band meet. This close 
proximity situation has been studied by the European Radiocommunications Office 
(ERO)4, showing that this is not critical. See [1] Annex B.2 and B.4, and [2]. 
Furthermore, in spite of massive DECT deployment (much higher than could be expected 
in the US) and massive GSM deployment, there are no complains what so ever.  

In addition: 

A. When the UPCS band was created, the intention of the FCC (and UTAM and 
WINForum) was to have this band well-utilized and successful, i.e. to see the band used 
widely. The in-band and out-of-band power limits were set with a successful utilization 
of this band in mind. 

VI. B. The proposed rule changes which would allow DECT 
to be deployed does not alter the power limits, but just 
helps the FCC and UTAM to increase the utilization of 
the UPCS band and hopefully come closer to realize 
their original aim, for which the present power limits 
have been set. 

                                                 
4 http://www.ero.dk 
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Annex A – Background 
 
This annex provides the background and context to this paper. For about a year the DECT 
Forum has been meeting periodically with FCC staff to discuss modifications to the rules 
for the UPCS band intended to focus it as unlicensed spectrum for real-time services. 
 
On November 7, 2003 the DECT Forum filed with the FCC an ex parte, 
“Recommendations of the DECT Forum for Revision of the Rules for the UPCS Band”, 
proposing rule changes to focus the UPCS band on real-time services, such as cordless 
telephony.  The proposed changes would allow real-time transmission protocols, such as 
DECT, to coexist with present UPCS devices and each other.  
 
This recommendation has been supported by UTAM (letter filed December 1, 2003) and 
by Motorola (filing of December 1, 2003). 
 
The DECT Forum and UTAM also made a joint visit on December 10, 2003, to the FCC 
and Deputy Chief Bruce Franca to further explain and discuss the proposed 
recommendations for rule changes. At this meeting the FCC had questions about the 
DECT standards and on some of the DECT features.   
 
An issue discussed, was whether allowing DECT deployment in the UPCS band would 
increase the potential for harmful interference to the PCS services. There was agreement 
that the proposed rule changes do not increase total UPCS in-band power or UPCS out-
of-band emissions. Thus DECT in itself will not cause more interference. The question 
was mainly, if foreseen increased deployment on the UPCS could cause dangerous 
interference to PCS operators.   This question is the reason for the development of this 
paper. 
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VII.  Annex B – References 
 

(1) ETSI TR 101 310 v1.2.1 (2004): "Digital Enhanced Cordless 
Telecommunications (DECT); Traffic capacity and spectrum requirements for 
multi-system and multi-service DECT applications co-existing in a common 
frequency band". 

(2) CEPT ERC Report 100: “Compatibility Between Certain Radio Communications 
Technologies Operating in Adjacent Bands – Evaluation of DECT/GSM1800 
compatibility” Naples February 20005 

(3) CITEL6: “Guide on Results of the CITEL Study to Quantify Issues of 
Incompatibility Between FWA and PCS in the 1850-1990 MHz Band” 
OEA/Ser.L/XVII.6.1, 22 February 20007  

                                                 
5 Available at: http://www.ero.dk/documentation/docs/docfiles.asp?docid=1724 
6 The Inter-American Telecommunication Commission (CITEL), is an entity of the Organization of 
American States, is the main forum in the hemisphere in which the governments and the private sector meet 
to coordinate regional efforts to develop the Global Information Society according to the mandates of the 
General Assembly of the Organization and the mandates entrusted to it by Heads of State and Government 
at the Summits of the Americas.  Website:  http://www.citel.oas.org 
7 Available at: http://www.citel.oas.org/pcc3_old/docs/completo_1r1.doc
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VIII. Annex C - DECT carrier positions within 1910 – 1930 
MHz 

 
The DECT carrier spacing is 1,728 MHz and the carrier positions from the DECT 
standard are [MHz] for the UPCS band 1910 – 1930 MHz:  
 

1910 MHz boarder  
            -1911.168 
            -1912.896 
            -1914.624 
1915 MHz boarder 
           -1916.352 
           -1918.080 
           -1919.808 
1920 MHz boarder 
           -1921.536 
           -1923.264 
           -1924.992 
           -1926.720 
           -1928.448 
1930 MHz boarder 
 

From the above list we see that the 15 MHz band 1915 – 1930 MHz will host 8 DECT 
carriers, while a 10 MHz band 1920 – 1930 MHz will host only 5 DECT carriers.  
This implies that in a high traffic load environment, capacity could be about 40 % lower 
in a 10 MHz band than in a 15 MHz band, or you need to increase the base station density 
(or cost) by about 60 % to achieve the same level of service.  
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